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Letter  
S1 

Response 
 John Gedney, California Department of Transportation 

August 5, 2013 
 

S1-1 The introductory remarks regarding the commenter’s understanding of the proposed project 
at MCSP are noted. 

S1-2 Comments that implementation of a level II correctional facility at the MCSP Infill Site would 
cause traffic impacts, which should be mitigated by contributions of regional funding, are 
noted. Consistent with this comment, Mitigation Measure 3.11-1 (DEIR Volume 3) requires 
CDCR to pay Amador County’s regional transportation fee. CDCR will also negotiate with 
the Amador County Transportation Commission (ACTC) to establish a fee for CDCR’s fair 
share contribution for a traffic signal at the intersection of SR 88/104/Jackson Valley Road 
(east). The project’s is estimated to generate 3.6 percent of the traffic to this intersection. 
Further, although no significant impacts to City of Ione facilities were identified in the DEIR, 
using the City’s LOS standards, the project would nevertheless generate substantial traffic 
on City roads. City roads are already congested at certain times of the day and the project 
will add to this congestion. CDCR will, therefore, pay fees derived from the City’s current fee 
program (current as of the DEIR). Mitigation Measure 3.11-1 as shown on page 3.11-27 of 
Volume 3 of the DEIR has been modified as follows: 

Mitigation Measure 3.11-1 
CDCR will pay fees consistent with the County’s regional transportation fee program; 
will negotiate with ACTC to establish a fee based on CDCR’s fair share contribution 
to future improvements; and will pay fees consistent with the City of Ione’s areawide 
transportation fee program. These fees would be used to fund transportation 
improvement projects to which the project would contribute traffic, including, which 
would include CDCR’s fair share contribution towards the installation of a traffic 
signal at the intersection of SR 104, SR 88, and Jackson Valley Road, as well as 
other circulation improvement projects. These projects would be selected by the 
ACTC and the City of Ione, as appropriate. This mitigation measure will be 
implemented prior to occupancy. 

As noted in the more detailed responses to comments by the City and ACTC (please refer to 
Responses to Comments L6-4 and L6-5), CDCR has currently estimated fees to be 
$296,432 to Amador County and $244,640 to the City of Ione. In addition, CDCR would 
negotiate with ACTC to establish an appropriate fair-share fee for a traffic signal at the SR 
88/104/Jackson Valley Road (east) intersection. The project would generate 3.6 percent of 
the traffic at this intersection. 

S1-3 CDCR understands that the Amador Regional Transportation Plan (RTP) policy 1B(18) 
identified payment of the Regional Transportation Mitigation Fee as the appropriate 
mitigation for impacts to regional transportation through funding projects that are not in Tier 
1 or Tier 2 of the RTP. CEQA defines mitigation to include: avoiding, minimizing, rectifying, 
reducing or eliminating, or compensating for an impact (CEQA Guidelines Section 15370). 
Mitigation Measure 3.11-1 (DEIR Volume 3) requires CDCR to pay Amador County’s 
regional transportation fee and to negotiate a fair-share fee for intersection improvements 
with ACTC, both of which would incorporate CDCR’s fair share contribution towards the 
installation of a traffic signal at the intersection of SR 104, SR 88, and Jackson Valley Road. 
The project’s fair share contribution to this intersection is estimated to be 3.6 percent.  
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 The DEIR states, in agreement with this comment, that signalization of this intersection is 
not a planned improvement (DEIR Volume 3, page 3.11-27). The discussion of significance 
after mitigation on page 3.11-27 states that: 

…implementation of Mitigation Measure 3.11-1 is within the responsibility and 
jurisdiction of another public agency, Caltrans, and not CDCR. Further, Caltrans and 
Amador County have indicated that there are no proposed or planned improvements 
at this intersection and thus, payment of regional transportation fees would not be 
expected to result in direct improvement of this intersection….As a result, 
implementation of this mitigation is considered infeasible. 

To clarify, CDCR is willing to pay a fair share contribution towards the improvement of this 
intersection but understands that the improvement would likely not occur as it is not 
planned. If the improvement would not occur, this component of the measure would be 
infeasible and CDCR would not pay additional funds (beyond payment of the City and ACTC 
fees). ACTC prioritizes regional projects, and would be responsible for prioritizing funding for 
this intersection if it wanted to apply its regional funds toward its improvement (CDCR traffic 
would be a small percentage of the traffic using this intersection). Please refer to Response 
to Comment S1-2. 

S1-4 As discussed above (see Response to Comment S1-3), CDCR understands that the 
Amador County RTP policy 1B identifies payment as the appropriate mitigation for impacts 
to regional transportation by funding projects that are not in Tier 1 or Tier 2 of the RTP. As 
described under the sub-heading “Significance after Mitigation,” of Impact 3.11-8a and b in 
Volume 3 of the DEIR, this impact could be mitigated by widening SR 88 to four lanes, but 
the widening is not considered feasible due to funding constraints. CDCR will provide funds 
for payment of appropriate transportation fees, as stated above in Response to Comment 
S1-2. 

S1-5 The staffing proposed for the project is based on CDCR’s long-standing experience for 
staffing its prisons. Detailed position budgeting calculations have been conducted by CDCR 
and are subject to review by the Department of Finance. These calculations are available for 
review if Caltrans (or any other entity) wishes to review them. CDCR is confident its 
proposed staffing is correct, and no information has been presented that would dispute it. 

Staffing is tied to programming and inmate population. With regard to the inmate population, 
the numbers of inmates that would be accommodated by the project, 792 in a single facility 
(proposed at RJD) and 1,584 at a complex (proposed at MCSP), are operational 
occupancies addressed in this environmental review process. CDCR does not expect an 
increase in inmate populations associated with this project above these limits, especially in 
light of federal court orders on overcrowding. 

CDCR is well aware of its prior history of overcrowding prison facilities, and is under orders 
from federal courts to reduce its overcrowding. Consistent with its Blueprint (see DEIR 
Volume 1, Section 2), CDCR is committed to various programs to reduce its overall inmate 
population. CDCR is confident the trip generation estimates are accurate, and that its 
staffing/inmate levels will not increase above those shown in the DEIR. 

CDCR is committed to mitigating its traffic impacts to the degree feasible and consistent with 
local community values (including roadways through historic parts of Ione that should not be 
altered because of secondary effects such as removal of historic buildings), and will pay its 
fair share of traffic fees based on trip generation.  
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S1-6 The commenter is correct that, in the past, statewide prisons have exceeded design capacity. 
However, as noted above in Response to Comment S1-5, the proposed Level II Infill 
Correctional Facilities Project established 792 inmates for a single facility and 1,584 inmates 
for a complex as operational capacities. CDCR does not expect inmate populations to 
increase above these respective design levels within the proposed facilities. Please refer to 
Response to Comment S1-5 for further information. 

S1-7 The need to obtain a Caltrans encroachment permit was noted in Section 2.3.3 of DEIR 
Volume 1. 

 Exhibit 3.11-6 in Volume 3 of the DEIR portrays a conceptual illustration of the proposed 
temporary construction entrance at MCSP. Refined design details, including assurances that 
turning trucks would be accommodated, would be considered after certification of the EIR 
and adoption of the chosen project alternatives as well as through the encroachment permit 
process. 

S1-8 The first paragraph of Mitigation Measure 3.11-4 (DEIR Volume 3) states that, “CDCR will 
prepare a construction traffic management plan (TMP) in consultation with the applicable 
transportation entities, including Caltrans…” In addition, Caltrans is listed as a state 
responsible agency on page 1-3 of Volume 3 of the DEIR, related to encroachment permits 
and potential transportation improvements within Caltrans right-of-way. As noted in the 
DEIR, CDCR would obtain all necessary encroachment permits before initiation of project 
construction.  

S1-9 The process for applying for Caltrans encroachment permits, as it applies to construction at 
the MSCP, is noted. 

S1-10 The process for applying for Caltrans encroachment permits, as it applies to construction at 
the MSCP, is noted. 

S1-11 CDCR appreciates Caltrans’ comments regarding the drainage study; however, the 
performance standards included in the CDCR mitigation are commonly achievable, and no 
question has been raised regarding the feasibility of addressing changes in runoff from the 
new prison site. As with many costly engineering studies (geotechnical studies, drainage 
design, etc.), CDCR believes it is inappropriate to commit public funds to technical studies 
that are not absolutely required prior to approval of the project, if it is approved. If there was 
a question with respect to feasibility of drainage design (mitigation), then CDCR would 
conduct those studies needed to ensure that the mitigation was feasible. However, no such 
question has been raised. More detailed drainage plans and their respective calculations will 
be available from the construction documents to be prepared by the selected Design-Build 
contractor team. This team will, among other tasks, be the engineer-of-record for the 
proposed facility. 

To provide further assurances with regard to this comment, however, the text to Mitigation 
Measure 3.7-2 on page 3.7-14 of DEIR Volume 3 has been modified, as follows: 

Mitigation Measure 3.7-2 
Before any construction-related ground disturbance, final drainage plans will be 
completed to demonstrate that all runoff would be appropriately conveyed through 
the infill site and in a manner consistent with applicable requirements related to 
retention of stormwater flows onsitenot leave the site at rates exceeding pre-project 
runoff conditions. The drainage design for the contemplated development would limit 
the 10-year and 100-year peak runoff from the infill site to no more than pre-project 
conditions. The plan will include, but not be limited to, the following items: 
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〉 A drainage study that will include Aan accurate calculation of pre-project and post-
project runoff scenarios, including Caltrans facilities, obtained using appropriate 
engineering methods that accurately evaluates potential changes to runoff, 
including increased surface runoff. Plans affecting SR 104 are subject to Caltrans 
review and concurrence.  Such plans would also be distributed to the City of Ione 
since the project site is within the city limits; 

〉 A description of the proposed maintenance program for the onsite drainage 
system; project specific standards for installing drainage systems; and 

〉 The final drainage plan will meet the necessary requirements, which requires that 
100-year flood flows be appropriately channeled and contained, such that the risk 
to people or damage to structures within or down gradient of the infill site do not 
occur.  

New storm drainage facilities will need to be constructed and existing facilities 
reconfigured in order to accommodate increased surface flows associated with the 
project’s increase in impervious surfaces. Final project design will incorporate design 
features that will minimize flood risk by controlling the anticipated increase in flow and 
stormwater runoff and reduce offsite runoff to rates not exceeding pre-project 
conditions.  

New detention basins or ponds would temporarily detain stormwater runoff to allow 
sediment and other pollutants to settle and prevent them from flowing directly into 
receiving water bodies. The facilities would adhere to the requirements of the existing 
NPDES permit, including the associated monitoring and reporting program. However, 
expanded or entirely new detention basins may need to be constructed. The final 
drainage plan will also specify any treatments necessary to protect earthen channels 
from erosion, and modifications that may be needed to existing underground pipe and 
culvert capacities. 

Other low-impact development (LID) methods will be used to maintain pre-project 
runoff levels, including planning and design considerations for buildings, 
landscaping, parking lots, and roads that maximize runoff infiltration into the ground 
and reduce the peaks of stormwater hydrographs. All Central Valley RWQCB 
requirements will be followed in the development of the final drainage plan.  

The modification of this text does not change the conclusions of the DEIR, but rather 
provides additional clarification as to the format and review of preconstruction documents. 
Recirculation of the DEIR is not necessary. 
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Letter  
S2 

Response 
 

Carol Roland-Nawi, Office of Historic Preservation, Department of Parks 
and Recreation 
August 5, 2013 

 

S2-1 The introductory notes regarding the Office of Historic Preservation’s (OHP) understanding 
of the proposed project are noted.  

S2-2 Please refer to Master Response 2, Evaluation of Closure of California Rehabilitation 
Center, Norco. As noted in Master Response 2, the closure of CRC, in and of itself, would 
constitute a ministerial action. However, as of September 12, 2013 and the approval of SB 
105, closure of CRC is no longer a consequence of the proposed Level II Infill Correctional 
Facilities Project, and the issue is now moot. As noted in Master Response 2, no action 
related to the closure of CRC would be taken at this time, and no activity that could be 
interpreted as a project under CEQA would occur. CRC would continue to operate in its 
current capacity pending administrative evaluations by the Department of Finance and 
CDCR, and this would represent a continuation of existing conditions/operations.  

S2-3 Please refer to Response to Comment S2-2 and Master Response 2, Evaluation of Closure 
of California Rehabilitation Center, Norco. With the removal of closure of CRC from 
consideration as part of the proposed project, consideration of alternatives (which are 
required to address significant effects, none of which would occur) is not necessary. 
However, if and when CDCR considers closure of CRC, the guidelines suggested in this 
comment will be taken into consideration.  

S2-4 Please refer to Response to Comment S2-3 and Master Response 2, Evaluation of Closure 
of California Rehabilitation Center, Norco. With respect to the request to accelerate the sale 
of CRC if and when it is closed and made available for sale as surplus property, the timing 
of the transfer of the property to the Department of General Services for the disposition of 
the property would be beyond CDCR’s control/purview. However, in the event of a closure, 
CDCR would work towards the timely sale of the CRC property. Approved legislation is 
necessary before all or a portion of the CRC property can be considered for sale or transfer.  
No such statutory authority exists at the time of the publication of the FEIR. 

S2-5 This comment summarizes comments S2-1 through S2-4 and requests recirculation of the 
DEIR. As noted in Master Response 2, Evaluation of Closure of California Rehabilitation 
Center, Norco, the passage of SB 105 removed the closure of Norco from consideration as 
a consequence of the proposed Level II Infill Correctional Facilities Project, and the issue is 
now moot. No action related to the closure of CRC would be taken at this time, and no 
activity that could be interpreted as a project under CEQA would occur.  

As stated previously, the term “abandonment” is not considered an accurate 
characterization of CDCR activities at any facility post-closure. This term is also not present 
within SB 1022, SB 105, or the DEIR.  
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Letter  
S3 

Response 
 Gail Sevrens, California Department of Fish and Wildlife 

August 6, 2013 
 

S3-1 The overview of CDFW jurisdiction and the proposed project components are noted. 

S3-2 Please refer to Response to Comment F1-8. The referenced letter was incorrectly dated in 
the comment as being from 2012 rather than 2008 and was previously submitted to the 
California Prison Health Care Receivership Corporation (CPR), the lead agency for 
preparation of the California Health Care Facility San Diego EIR. CDCR was not lead 
agency on that project.  

 Please refer to Response to Comment F1-5 regarding modifications to burrowing owl 
mitigation measures.  

S3-4 Please refer to Responses to Comments F1-2 and F1-5 regarding protocol-level surveys for 
burrowing owl and modifications to burrowing owl mitigation measures.  

S3-4 According to the Otay Ranch Preserve Status Map (September 23, 2010), the Otay Ranch 
Open Space Preserve is directly west of the RJD property boundary, but not on the eastern 
side of RJD. According to the GIS data for San Diego County in the interactive 
SanGIS/SANDAG map (created on September 5, 2013), “MSCP Preserve Land” is identified 
directly west of the RJD property boundary, consistent with the 2010 map. However, in 
addition, the SanGIS/SANDAG map shows MSCP Preserve Land directly east of the 
northeastern corner of the RJD property boundary, northeast of Alta Road. As shown on 
DEIR Volume 2 Exhibit 2-2, the RJD Infill Site is east of the existing RJD prison facilities and 
over 2,000+ feet from the Otay Ranch Preserve west of RJD. Based on the 
SanGIS/SANDAG map, the MSCP Preserve Land northeast of the eastern RJD boundary is 
over 500 feet away from the proposed infill site for a single facility and approximately 400 
feet from the infill site of a complex. Actual built facilities would be even further from that 
Preserve Land, as the Infill Site accounts for temporary construction disturbance. Based on 
both of these maps, the proposed infill development at RJD is considered to be adjacent to 
the Preserve. Because this comment provides no evidence that implementation of the level 
II infill facilities project at RJD would result in an environmental effect on the Otay Ranch 
Open Space Preserve, no further discussion is necessary. 

S3-5 Because focused biological surveys were on-going during the time of the DEIR preparation, 
a biological technical survey report could not be attached as an appendix to the DEIR. A 
biological technical report is attached as an appendix to the FEIR that summarizes the 
survey dates, methods, surveyor qualifications, and results of the focused surveys. 
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Letter  
S4 

Response 
 Scott Morgan, California State Clearinghouse 

August 6, 2013 
 

S4-1 The comment that CDCR complied with CEQA public review requirements is noted. 
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Letter  
S5 

Response 
 Scott Morgan, California State Clearinghouse 

August 6, 2013 
 

S5-1 The comment that CDCR complied with CEQA public review requirements is noted. This 
letter also included a copy of the comment letter from Caltrans, District 10, which has been 
addressed in this document as Letter S1. Please refer to Letter S1, above, for responses to 
the comments in the attached Caltrans, District 10 letter. 
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Letter  
S6 

Response 
 Lixin Fu, Central Valley Regional Water Quality Control Board 

August 7, 2013 
 

S6-1 The commenter appears to misunderstand some of the project features proposed for the 
MCSP Infill Site. Improvements to the WWTP are already planned as a separately funded 
and authorized project; improvements to the design and operational capacity of the MCSP 
WWTP would occur regardless of the proposed project. However, because the proposed 
project would be constructed on existing wastewater disposal spray fields, replacement 
spray fields would be part of the proposed level II infill project.  

To clarify, as described on page 2-11 of Volume 3 of the DEIR: 

Implementation of the proposed project at MCSP would increase the generation of 
wastewater, increasing the demand for wastewater treatment at the existing WWTP. 
All flows would be accommodated by the existing WWTP, which is being upgraded 
with respect to treatment as part of a separate action in response to Regional Water 
Quality Control Board directives (refer to Section 3.7, “Hydrology and Water Quality” 
of this volume of the DEIR). The planned upgrades at the WWTP include additional 
clarifiers, upgrades to the belt filter press, the addition of diffused aeration capacity, 
and improved instrumentation and controls. As part of the contemplated 
development of the infill site, a separate connection from the single, level II infill 
correctional facility or the level II infill correctional facility complex would be extended 
westward from the infill site, past Mule Creek, and then placed along an internal 
access road to the WWTP.  

 As noted above, improvements to the WWTP (i.e., additional clarifiers, upgrades to the belt 
filter press, etc.) are not part of the proposed Level II Infill Correctional Facilities Project. The 
improvements to the MCSP WWTP were already separately planned and funded and are 
simply acknowledged within the DEIR. 

S6-2 As described on page 2-11 of Volume 3 of the DEIR;  

As a result, as part of the proposed project, CDCR would coordinate with the City of 
Ione for the construction of additional recycled water conveyance infrastructure, 
commensurate with the City’s existing conveyance system. Wastewater effluent that 
would have otherwise been distributed to Spray Fields 4 and 5 would be released to 
the City’s WWTP via an existing 10-inch pipe prior to being distributed by the City 
onto approximately 100 acres of agricultural land (alfalfa) associated with Greenrock 
Ranch, shown in Exhibit 2-5. As part of the proposed project, the City would extend 
its existing conveyance infrastructure, which consists of buried PVC C900 pipes, to 
the proposed spray fields.  

 At the proposed spray fields CDCR anticipates that the City will employ above-grade fixed 
set irrigation systems, wheel line systems or flood irrigation systems for distribution of the 
reclaimed water to the new effluent spray field. As noted in Response to Comment S6-1, the 
improvements to the MCSP WWTP are not part of the proposed Level II Infill Correctional 
Facilities Project. In CDCR’s opinion, the information contained within the DEIR, while 
complex, is not conflicting. 

S6-3 The quoted text is correct. Improvements to the MCSP WWTP are a separate project and 
are not addressed as part of the DEIR. 
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S6-4 The quoted text is correct. The expansion of the planned City of Ione spray fields are 
evaluated as part of the DEIR. 

S6-5 As noted above in Response to Comment S6-1, the proposed project includes securing 
additional effluent spray fields that would be operated by the City of Ione. CDCR anticipates 
that the treated and disinfected secondary effluent to irrigated on fodder crops at the 
proposed new fields would be only effluent from the MCSP WWTP. Unless CDCR 
determines that a separate effluent transport line will be either necessary and/or a 
mechanical preference to the City, it is acknowledged that use of the current line from 
Preston Reservoir would result in the intermingling of City/ARSA and MCSP-treated 
wastewater. Impacts to water quality associated with effluent disposal from the City of Ione 
WWTP were evaluated as part of an Initial Study/Mitigated Negative Declaration (IS/MND), 
which was adopted by the City in February 2013. The proposed spray fields are discussed 
in DEIR Volume 3, Impacts 3.7-4a and b: Long-Term Water Quality Degradation from Use of 
Spray Fields. As noted in this impact discussion, the use of the expanded spray fields is 
anticipated to provide a water quality benefit when compared to existing conditions. 
Additional treatment or control beyond what is already planned at the MCSP WWTP is not 
anticipated to be necessary, but CDCR will coordinate with the City to ensure and monitor 
compliance with waste discharge requirements (WDRs) with respect to effluent originating 
from MCSP.  

S6-6 Impacts associated with the proposed spray fields are addressed in the DEIR, as stated 
previously. The acknowledged planned improvements to the MCSP WWTP are a separately 
planned project and their impacts are evaluated separately from the proposed Level II Infill 
Correctional Facilities Project and corresponding DEIR, as stated in Response to Comment 
S6-1. With this in mind, CDCR has evaluated the disposal capacity of the MCSP WWTP, 
inclusive of the proposed project, and has determined that there would be adequate 
treatment and disposal capacity. A Wastewater Management Plan has been developed 
internally, and CDCR will arrange to meet with RWQCB staff to review and discuss these 
findings soon as part of the permit revision process. 

S6-7 The text on page 3.7-8 in Volume 3 of the DEIR has been modified as follows: 

CDCR is currently designing upgrades, including a secondary clarifier, a mixed liquid 
splitter box, a chlorine contact basin, a disinfected secondary effluent pump station, 
motor speed controls for return activated sludge pumps, chemical feed equipment, 
and other upgrades by November 2014 that will bring performance of the WWTP into 
compliance with its WDR requirements. its NPDES permit and discharge of the CDO.  

S6-8 Impacts associated with the proposed spray fields are addressed in Volume 3 of the DEIR 
under Impacts 3.7-4a and b: Long-Term Water Quality Degradation from Use of Spray 
Fields. 

 A study has been completed that addresses the capacity issues associated with Preston 
Reservoir. The study found that, after factoring the loss of approximately 70 acres of spray 
fields, there would be sufficient remaining spray field capacity to meet the disposal needs as 
long as MCSP can send 87.3 million gallons per year (268 acre feet per year [afy]) of treated 
wastewater to Preston Reservoir. Because CDCR allocation is much greater (350 afy), there 
is adequate capacity.  

S6-9 The NPDES permit was referred to in error. The sixth paragraph of text to Mitigation 
Measure 3.7-2 in Volume 3 of the DEIR has been modified as follows: 
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New detention basins or ponds would temporarily detain stormwater runoff to allow 
sediment and other pollutants to settle and prevent them from flowing directly into 
receiving water bodies. CDCR will obtain coverage under the NPDES General Permit 
for Storm Water Discharges Associated with Construction Activities (State Water 
Board Order 2009-0009-DWQ) for construction activity resulting in a land disturbance 
of one acre or greater. Construction activity is considered to include: clearing, grading, 
excavation, stockpiling, and reconstruction of existing facilities involving removal and 
replacement. CDCR will submit a Notice of Intent to comply with the permit to SWRCB 
before construction begins. The facilities would adhere to the requirements of the 
existing NPDES permit, including the associated monitoring and reporting program. 
However, expanded or entirely new detention basins may need to be constructed. The 
final drainage plan will also specify any treatments necessary to protect earthen 
channels from erosion, and modifications that may be needed to existing underground 
pipe and culvert capacities. 

S6-10 Contact information for the stormwater program is noted. 
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Letter  
S7 

Response 
 Scott Morgan, California State Clearinghouse 

August 8, 2013 
 

S7-1 This letter forwarded a copy of the comment letter from the Central Valley RWQCB, which 
has been addressed in this document as Letter S6. Please refer to Responses to Comments 
for Letter S6, above, for responses to the attached Central Valley RWQCB letter. 
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Letter  
S8 

Response 
 Scott Morgan, California State Clearinghouse 

August 8, 2013 
 

S8-1 OPR’s acknowledgement of the extension of the review period for the DEIR is noted. 

 


